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* Will need a complete 2005 UWMP by award
date — mid-2006
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ENSCUOIENOIES [001ILS).. fUlly addressed and supported by thorough and
wellE grwy' ed documentation and logical rationale.

ANSCOIEI 01 4. |¢ r;r hts IS fully addressed but is not supported by thorough
rJor umen atlon or sufficient rationale.

T

— ﬁéhale are mcomplete or insufficient.

-
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A core of 2 points... marginally addressed.

-~ A score of 1 point... not addressed or no documentation or rationale is
presented.
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SEENg |II he based en whether the applicant has
JiEseEnted a detailed and specific work plan that
S EG lrf documents the Proposal.

— r\L,_ @rk items for each project of adequate detail and
Ee pleteness so that it Is clear that the project can be
S m‘plemented’?

- —.1-""_'
—
——

3 - .._—'

‘/

=== : Do the work items include appropriate work item submittals
; - (l.e., quarterly and final reports)?

‘i

11

—
—

— Do the work items collectively implement the Proposal?
— Do the work items match the schedule?

— Does the work plan identify synergies or linkages between and
among projects?
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seonne willlhe based oniwhether the applicant has
ofe: e ftedia detailed and specific budget that adequately
clogt MENLS the Propoesal.

- 5__ e detail of the budget commensurate with the design stage
~Clg ed Py the applicant?

— _;_'-*--";5--"-? as a detailed budget provided for each project contained in the
: —-Proposal?

= -'_L -— Do the items shown in the budget agree with the tasks shown in
~  the Work Plan and Schedule?

— Are the detailed costs shown for each project reasonable?

— Are all the costs shown in the budget supported by
documentation, if required, and is that documentation complete?
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S oomry—rr 'LE PreJECts... Nave detaled cost Information; the
SOSLSECE! | -s’bnable and all the budget categories are thoroughly
supporigel

4 OIS = rl- the projects... have detailed cost information and the
sO51S are considered reasonable but the supporting documentation...
fot rlJJL\ s pported or lack detail

e ,JJ 0] s— ‘most of the projects... have detailed cost information but

101 ﬂl cOsts appear reasonable or supporting documentation is
_.,—__ackmg for a majority of the items...

= _':_—"—eromts — less than half the projects... have detailed cost
~ Information, many of the costs cannot be verified as reasonable, or
-~ supporting documentation is lacking...

e 1 point — no detailed budget information provided for any of the
proposed projects.



- Surmr will'be based on whether the applicant
Jr“ ented a detailed and specific schedule
equately documents the Proposal and on
fle eadmess to proceed with the Proposal.

- :oes the schedule correspond to the work items
= fc"' ~@described in the work plan and budget?

e .

'__' '_-é Given the work item descriptions in Attachment 3,
does the schedule seem reasonable?

ﬁu

— How many months occur between the assumed
contract execution date and the start of construction
for the earliest of the Proposal projects?
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sehiedule %‘-’ _

= -

SHspNIgLSI = consistent and reasenable and... a readiness to begin
sonstruiction or implementation of all elements of the Proposal by
Jamlrw/ 3. '007

4 0ol = consistent and reasonable and... a readiness to begin
sENSUUCTION or Implementation one or more of the elements of the
Hrooow oy January 1, 2007.

B P0ints: — nearly consistent and reasonable or... readiness to begin

= ,—;______: Onstruction or implementation after January 1, 2007 but before

= LIy, 2007.

—— “2-points — clearly not consistent, not reasonably achievable, or... a
~  readiness to begin construction or implementation after July 15 2007

bUt before January 1, 2008.

® 1 point — does not follow the work items presented in the work
plan and budget, Is clearly not reasonable, or... a readiness to begin
construction or implementation after January 1, 2008.

—




ol

ebje _}*
g I\/Ia“h!"-

=Rl

0rng ‘standard or the adjusted scoring
rr“ fior disadvantaged communities will be
I *score the Funding Match criterion.

‘_
. =

- IS 1 e funding match at least 10% of the total cost of
the' Proposal, unless a reduction or waiver in the
a,-,“fundlng match has been submitted?

e .

" — What is the percentage of the funding match as
compared to the total cost of the Proposal?
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EEIng Matce

g points ~ 60% or greater
o 4 oom r\- f 45 - 59.9%
o 00 'S 30 - 44.9%
_'Emts 20 - 29.9%
= ﬂipomts 10.0 - 19.9 %
e Fail <10%
® Or Adjusted DAC Scale
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YVeligg u_ityﬁ Benefits

NillTeervased onithe economic Penefits
e Proposal. The scores will be assigned
£ Ve to all other Proposals. Scoring is
IgREd to not bias water supply and water

Jiy projects with respect to each other.

:_::-'— _. fDoes the application contain a complete economic
~  analysis, include the life cycle costs and the water
—_— -:_-* supply. and water gquality benefits?

— |s the economic analysis supported with adequate
documentation?

— Does the application contain a benefit/cost ratio and
IS that ratio reasonable?
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ECONOMIC A nalyéi?‘—:-i@elfsupm
Welerr@uality: Benefits

R ENTINIMUMISCOrE OF this criterionris 1 point.
> Thie gl |ng 4 points will be allocated based on:

nle J £ost ratio;

zlf] itative analysis in physical terms for benefits that cannot be
dintified in economic terms;

aRils qualltatlve analysis for benefits that cannot be quantified in

=

e £C enomic or physical terms; and

—
———

= ;_?" -~ The guality of the economic analysis and supporting documentation.

- —
=

—— u_nsubstantlated, poor quality, or poorly documented economic
~ analysis can result in the score being reduced by up to 4 points,
provided that the final score is not less than the minimum score

of 1.

e Exceptional documentation of benefits can result in the score being
Increased by up to 4 points, provided that the final score is not
more than the maximum score of 5.
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CJifle ‘xpected%eneflts

Ssteonnol will'be based on the certainty that
if)e r{}o poesal will provide the benefits
c,JaJ,c a@d, as well as the magnitude and
eadthi of the other expected benefits.

= Dld the applicant provide gualitative or
~ guantitative information describing the Other
Expected Benefits of the Proposal?

'__._P-"
.—-‘
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p—

e
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—

-—

— Are the Other Expected Benefits claimed
supported with adeguate documentation?
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Telg)e

OIiEr Expected Benefits

SNENTIIIMUM Score for this criteroniis 1 point.

2 The remér" ing 4 points will be allocated based:

— The 'o# 6fits realized through implementation and

— F ns.c al"ty of the analysis and supporting documentation

- HOJr s will be awarded based on a comparison... the benefits of the
PIoposals

= ""H1gh levels of Other Expected Benefits (3 to 4 points),

;_'-.-—-'—

= = Average levels of Other Expected Benefits (2 to 3 points) and

- = .
pu—
g

— = Low levels of Other Expected Benefits (0 to 1 points)

® Unsubstantiated or poor quality analysis or documentation can
result in the score being reduced by up to 4 points, provided that
the final score is not less than the minimum score of 1.

e Exceptional documentation of the Other Expected Benefits can
result in the score being increased by up to 2 points, provided that
the final score Is not more than the maximum score of 5.
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SEIEntific and :I%%hnlcal fit

seoring will be pased on wheher'the applicant has
e flonks ated that the Proposal has scientific and
) mcg ~mer|t

— ;.ach project contained in the Proposal supported by
S tnereughrand well-documented information?

= ;:*_.,: *-,:Boes the Information contained in the technical documents
F——r-,support the technical feasibility for each project?

T

"f: == — Were the necessary certifications provided in the application?

-— o
—

— Were the documents referenced in the certifications provided in
the application?

— It feasibility or pilot studies have not been conducted for an
Individual project(s), was an explanation provided regarding
what has been done to determine the project’s feasibility?
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SCIENLI candﬂ%hnlcal it

sEmis=all required certifica |nso_(:Uments are included and
Attachment 9 il addresses the reguirements for each of the
PIOJECLS J_I‘h- e Proposal with thoreugh supporting documentation

NseIis— all required! certifications/documents are included and
Attach 2 fully addresses the requirements for a majority of the
OFJJ i the Propesal with thorough supporting documentation

= “c mts — all required certifications/documents are included and
s ' \tizicH fully addresses the requirements for less than a
— mayorlty of the projects in the Proposal with thorough supporting

== documentatlon

. 2 points — all required certifications/documents are included and
does not fully address the requirements for any of the
projects in the Proposal nor provides adequate supporting
documentation

e 1 point — does not respond directly to the criteria
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VIORILOKING), ASsessment, and s

PEMOIINANCE: VIEasUlEeS

SESCOIeWIllNoE hased en Whether the applicant has
IESENLEd an adeguate monitoring and assessment
)rJerf Including performance measures that will allow
ZReEtEmination of whether the objectives are met.

— Dig c tﬁe application provide a plan to monitor and assess
T _rformance of the Proposal?

"'“Were performance measures presented?

= -'f'-_ — Were the monitoring, assessment, and performance measures
- supported by adequate documentation?

— Will the proposed monitoring, assessment, and performance
measures adeguately demonstrate project benefits?

— Did the application contain a discussion on post construction/
Initial implementation performance monitoring and does it
appear to be reasonable?

||l‘
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2Iouam Preferences -

SEEINE WillFBe based en Whether the Propoesal will
JmoJerr nt ene or more of the specified IRWM Grant
ngrlf ‘Breferences. Proposals that demonstrate
ngnra t, dedicated, and well-defined projects that
-rrnultlple Program Preferences will be considered
more faverably than Proposals that demonstrate a

&= Significant potential to meet a single Program Preference

L._-l

s “or demonstrate a low degree of commitment or certainty
— to meetlng Program Preferences.

-—

= — Does the Proposal include projects that implement Program
Preferences?

— Did the applicant demonstrate a high degree of certainty that
the Propoesal will implement the Program Preferences?

— Did the applicant document the magnitude and breadth of
Program Preferences that the Proposal will meet?
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Hegen Pref -es

SEiSI= Implement multiple Program: Preferences, demonstrates a
SElli2nt degree of certainty..., and thoroughly documents the
orezeiefip] ane magnltude

4 golr) 5= plement a single Program Preference, demonstrate a
JJ gJriificel degree of certainty..., and thoroughly documents the
ferlﬁ *and magnitude...

B e i — |mplement multiple Program Preferences, demonstrates a
=== Jiijited degree of certainty..., and lacks thorough documentation
;_—-- that the breadth and magnltude

-

= :2'p0|nts — Implement a single Program Preference, demonstrates a
limited degree of certainty..., and lacks thorough documentation
that the breadth and magnltude

e 1 poeint —does not address any Program Preference or... are highly
unlikely to be implemented.
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M]n]mum Score 16 Points
l\/lrn,qmuf sScore 80 Points
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2Eplic:Comments Due
SYIEUSE 19, 2005 by 5 p.m.
=Email or MS Word compatible file

e

= f"ffacieb@water.ca.gov
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